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PREFACE 


In 1982, the Department of Indian Affairs and Northern Development 
began its socio-economic impact monitoring program in connection 
with the Norman Wells Oilfield Expansion and Pipeline Project. This 
program, carried out under the direction of Professor R.M. Bone of 
the University of Saskatchewan, is, we believe, the first of its 
kind. Focussing on four Mackenzie Valley communities in the 
vicinity of the Norman Wells Project, this study was specially 
designed to allow monitoring of selected social and economic impacts 
through field surveys done before, during and after construction. 
The objective of the first field program, carried out in 1982, was 
acquisition of the baseline data, while the 1983 and 1984 field 
surveys captured the situation during the active construction 

phase. The 1985 fieldwork, done for the first time in all four of 
the survey communities by native organizations, provided the picture 
for the immediate post-construction period. 


Various aspects of the 1982-84 portion of the project were analysed 
in the 1984 series of reports. This series discusses certain 
perspectives from the 1985 work, and, as well, deals with changes in 
selected factors between 1982 and 1985. In a subsequent, and final, 
series subjects dealt with will include the overall impacts of the 
Norman Wells Project and a discussion of the monitoring of 
socio-economic impacts in Canada. 


R.D. Glass 

Director General 

Constitutional Development and 
Strategic Planning Branch 
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BACKGROUND TO THE NORMAN WELLS SOCIO-ECONOMIC 
IMPACT MONITORING PROGRAM 


In mid-1979, Esso Resources Canada Ltd. and Interprovincial Pipeline Ltd. 
initiated discussions with the federal government concerning a major 
resource development project in the Mackenzie Valley in the Northwest 
Territories. This project, the Norman Wells Oilfield Expansion and 
Pipeline Project, was designed to increase production of oil at Norman 
Wells and carry this increased production through a small diameter 
pipeline from Norman Wells to Zama, Alberta to connect with the national 
oil pipeline system. The proposed project was brought to the attention 
of people in the Mackenzie Valley communities through community 
information meetings arranged by the companies and designed to inform 
local residents and businessmen of the potential job and contract 
opportunities associated with project construction. 


During 1980, public hearings were held in northern communities by both 
the Federal Environmental Assessment and Review Office and by the 
National Energy Board. These public hearings provided a forum for 
individuals, native organizations, village councils, government agencies, 
companies and special interest groups to present their views on the 
proposed project and the implications of such development for the North 
and native peoples. The question of involvement of northern residents 
and businesses in the Norman Wells Project was of major concern during 
the public hearings, and both the federal and territorial governments 
indicated that the degree of northern participation in the project would 
be a key factor in their consideration of whether to approve or reject 
the Norman Wells Project. On July 30, 1981, the federal government 
announced its approval, subject to a two-year delay in the commencement 
of construction to allow government, the companies and northerners time 
to prepare for their participation in this project. 


In early 1982, the Department of Indian Affairs and Northern Development 
recognized the need to monitor the impacts of the project on the four 
communities located along the pipeline route. These communities, Norman 
Wells, Fort Norman, Wrigley and Fort Simpson, were regarded as the ones 
most likely to receive the bulk of the socio-economic ‘mpacts caused by 
the construction of the Norman Wells Project. All of tii: socio-economic 
impacts had potentially positive and negative effects on the communities 
and local people, and the monitoring program was intended to capture 
these and evaluate them against the background of pre-construction 
baseline data on selected indicators. 


Carried out by the Department of Geography of the University’ of 
Saskatchewan under the direction of Dr. Robert M. Bone, the monitoring 
program consisted of gathering data from local residents on their 
household and business characteristics over the course of the 
construction phase. The framework for this work consisted of three 
parts: (1) pre-construction phase; (2) construction phase; and (3) a 
post-construction phase. The field work and data preparation took place 
from 1982 to 1986. A series of reports based on the data may be obtained 
from the Department of Indian Affairs and Northern’ Development. 


Digitized by the Internet Archive 
in 2022 with funding trom 
University of Toronto 


https://archive.org/details/31/6111/654889 


1. INTRODUCTION 


In 1982, the University of Saskatchewan was contracted by 
the Department of Indian Affairs and Northern Development (DIAND) 
PeomeinommcOr  LNe- Socio-economic impacts -of the Norman Wells 
Oilfield Expansion and Pipeline Project upon the four communities 
of Norman Wells, Fort Norman, Wrigley and Fort Simpson. This 


No wmcoOniinG DrLOogram is under the direction of Dr. Robert. M.. Bone. 


To identify the impacts. an annual interview of each 
business person and a DbDi-annual interview of each head of 
household was to take place in each community from 1982 to L9GGa. 
These structured interviews consisted of responses to two 
questionnaires, one designed for businesses and one Cor 


households. 


At. the request) ©or sume: = Wocal “band ‘councils neither the 
household nor business interviews were undertaken at Wrigley or 
Fort Simpson in 1984. Also, DIAND decided that 1985 would be the 
last year for the monitoring study because of the early 
completion of the Norman Wells Project. Consequently both 


interviews were conducted this year. 


A major change in interview procedure occurred in 1985 when 
local native development corporations were contracted by DIAND to 
conduct the survey in each of the communities. This approach 


differs from the past surveys when research staff from the 


University of Saskatchewan undertook the interviews with 


assistamce from ltocal people. 


The purpose of this report its to: 


1. Outline changes made to the 1985 questionnaires; 


2. Provide a detailed description of how the survey 
program worked; and . 


3. Assess the effect of using local surveyors to complete 


the community-wide business and household 
questionnaires. 


2. CHANGES TO THE 1985 QUESTIONNAIRES 


In each year of this monitoring program changes have _ been 
made to the two questionnaires. The two reasons for these 
changes are: (1) questions are added or deleted which are 
specifically aimed to assess the impacts for each of the three 
stages of the monitoring program (pre-construction, COnStrUGCELEon 
and post-construction); and (2) changes made to improve existing 
Questions in terms of clarity or an improved response rate. In 
this section changes made to the 1985 questionnaires are 


outlined. 


2.1 Questions to Assess Post-Construction Impacts 


One of the concerns expressed by loca!) residents over the 
construction of the Norman Wells Project was the potential 


“"boom-bust" situation in the area when the project was over (The 


DIAND Norman Wells Socio-Economic Monitoring Program Report 9-84 
p.26). One of the main purposes of the 1985 survey is to assess 
Micmac Lcude Of, che = bust =conditions in. the four communities. 
In measuring these conditions not only are questions which are 
asked every year useful, for example employment levels, but 
questions aimed specifically at post-construction impacts are 


needed. 


The following question was asked in the 1985 business 
questionnaire: 
5. What impact has the completion of the Norman Wells Project had 
on your business? 
increase business 
__. decrease business 
no impact 
go out of business/cease operations 
in this community. 


The purpose of this question is to aid in assessing the impact of 


the post-construction phase on the business community. 


In the household questionnaire one question which was added 
to help monitor the impact of the post-construction period on 
migration was: 

5Cat cy If planning on leaving this community would 


another large development project in the Mackenzie Valley 
likely keep you in the NWT? 


The purpose of this question was not only to obtain the number of 
potential migrants from the study communities but evaluate the 
impact Of another deve lopment project in slowing this 


out-migration. 


Another question which was added 1@, the household 
questionnaire was intended as a wrap-up question to the 
monitoring program. In this question each household was asked to 


estimate the amount of economic gain which was obtained by the 
household from the construction of the Norman Wells Project. 


Also, they were asked what they had used this economic gain for 


(e.g. = savings, hunting equipment, entertainment or 
Food /ecrothi na). This question is designed to indicate the 
overall economic benefits of the Norman Wells Project to the 


residents of the study communities. 


Similar wrap-up questions were asked to determine the 
overal] social impacts and impact on native people of the 
COnsStruction.,of.} the.~«NOnman “Wel lise’ Ogeect. Although these 
questions had been asked in the past, in 1985 important changes 
were made. Previously these were open ended questions and the 
respondents rarely identified more than one potential impact. In 
1985, in an attempt to better identify the perceived social] 
impacts, several potential impacts were provided and the 


respondent suggested whether they felt this had had a: 


-~— strong, effect 
- some effect 
- no effect 


- decreased effect. 


As well as providing several potential impacts, space was 
provided for the respondent to add any additional impacts which 


they felt had occurred. 


It is important to note that these questions were added to 
the 1985 questionnaires in attempt to identify the impacts of the 
Norman Wells Project in the post-construction phase and the 
overal! impacts. The responses to these questions are an 
important supplement to the core group of questions in assessing 
the impacts of the Norman Wells Project in the framework of the 


pre-construction, construction and post-construction phases. 


2.2 Genera) Changes to the Questionna/res 


Several changes were made to the 1985 questionnaires to 
improve the clarity of the questions or to improve the response 
rate. One of these changes which occurred in both the business 
and household questionnaires was to have the respondent identify 
neu income and their businesses revenues/expenditures among 
several categories. In the past the actual value was asked for 
in both cases. The change in the response rate to the income 


question is discussed later (Figure 2) and it is apparent that it 


is quite substantial. As is discussed Vater it is difficult to 
assess whether this change or the change in the interviewing 


procedure accounted for the improved response rate. 


In the 1984 household questionnaire, the respondents were 
asked to rank several reasons for coming to the study community 
as well reasons if they were planning on leaving. Since these 


questions which required ranked responses were confusing to the 


interviewee, they were removed from) the . 1985 ~housenoia 
questionnaire. An open ended question was added to the 1985 
questionnaire asking the respondent to list the reasons for 


coming to or leaving the community. This type of question was 
more easily understood and therefore their responses are more 


complete. 


Also, the questions in the 1984 household questionnaire 
which were aimed only at employees of Esso, LPL of seheiic 
contractors were removed. The reasons for this were that often 
the contractors did a variety of other business besides that for 
ESSO. Or IPL, the result of this was confusion among the 
respondents as to whether they should answer these questions for 


project employees. 


Finally, a question was added to the consumer section of the 
household questionnaire on the average amount of the weekly 


shopping bill of the household. The aim of this question LS "sto 


aid in the analysis of the consumer _ information of the survey. 


3. THE 19865 SURVEY PROGRAM 


In LUD, a major change Wai Pidgicy™ Vieleya|alW ther ie fe Wehr lana gy =) 
questionnaires took place which resulted in the local native 
development corporations playing a direct role in the survey 
program. Contracts to conduct the DIAND survey in each community 
were signed between DIAND' officials represented by the Norman 
Wells Federal Coordinator’s Office and Bosworth Creek Enterprises 
sh ae in Norman Wells, Julita Development Corporation in Fort 
Norman, the Wrigley Dene Band in Wrigley and the Fort Simpson 


Metis Association in Fort Simpson. 


By the terms of the contract, three groups had important 


roles to play in the administering of the survey. 


(1) The development corporation was responsible for the 
hiring and paying of the surveyors and for providing facilities 


to conduct a two day training program. 


(2) The Federal Coordinator’s Office was responsible for 


insuring satisfactory performance of the contract. 


(3) The research team from the University of Saskatchewan 


was responsible for conducting the training program and (for 


checking the completed questionnaires. 


3.1 The Tratning Program 


The training program for the ilocal Surveyvous Cons stan ome 
two day workshop. The major Purpose was to familiarize the 
surveyors with the questionnaires. The workshop was designed and 
conducted at the office of each development corporation by 


members of the University of Saskatchewan research team. 


The first portion of “the training. prooram | iopvolved ca 
explanation of the purpose of the DIAND socio-economic survey and 
how the final results are presented and can be used by local 


organizations. The morning of the first day of the workshop 


focused on a discussion of each question in the household 
questionnaire including a self-enumeration by each trainee. This 
method familiarized the loca} surveyors with the nature and 


purpose of each question and allowed them to complete one 
Questionnaire. While discussing each question the University of 
Saskatchewan research team provided potential uses and past 
results to that question. From this approach the trainees gained 
a fuller understanding and appreciation of each question and the 


total survey program. 


The next phase of the workshop focused on "contro! led" 
interviews. The trainees selected two "friendly" residences and 
conducted an interview with the head of each household. in-thss 


way, they gained practical experience at administering the 


questionnaire. Upon completion of these two questionnaires, the 
surveyors returned to the office to discuss any difficulties with 


the University of Saskatchewan research team. 


The last phase of the workshop took place in the second day. 
It followed a similar approach to day one except rt’ dealty- with 
the business questionnaire. The first step was to go over each 


question, then the local official of the development corporation 


was interviewed in the classroom in order for the trainees to 
gain experience with this questionnaire. Afterwards, the 
trainees selected a few businesses to interview. Following the 


interviews, the trainees returned to the classroom to discuss 
their experiences with the research team from the University of 


Saskatchewan. 


3.2 Seiection of the Interviewees 


Since all households and businesses were to be contacted, 
the local surveyors themselves selected who they wanted to 
Survey. However in Fort Simpson the community was divided into 


sections and the surveyors were assigned to particular sections. 
This sectioning was done after the first week at the request of 
the surveyors who were concerned about duplication of interviews. 
Due to the large size of Norman Wells and Fort Simpson, each 
completed household or business was marked on a town map. This 


helped to insure that there would be no duplication and that al] 
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households and businesses were contacted. At the end of the day 
the completed surveys were turned over to the research staff to 
check for completeness and any inconsistencies. If major 
problems had been discovered, then the questionnaire would be 
returned to the surveyor to rectify the problem. Innitact® “only 
minor inconsistencies were identified and these were corrected by 


discussing them with the surveyors. 


The incentive for the surveyors to complete a questionnaire 
was strong as payment was determined by the number completed. 
the ,.developments. corporat ions=sdetermined athe pay scale for sthe 
completed household and business questionnaires. In all cases, 
the payment was higher for a household questionnaire than a 


business one. 


4. THE EFFECT OF THE LOCAL SURVEYORS 


The new method of conducting the community surveys raises an 


important question: "Is the data collection affected by using 
local surveyors?" Three methods are used to examine the effect 
and performance of the local surveyors: (1) the overall response 


rate to the questionnaires in each community; CZy) the response 
rate to certain questions in each community; and (3) the rate of 


completion of the questionnaires in each community. 


ike 


4,1 Tre Overal! Response Rate 


The first method of measuring the performance of the local 
surveyors is the response rate to the household and business 
questionnaires in each community. Figure 1 indicates the 


percentage of households which completed the questionnaire in 


eachecommun rey =Erom -lbos82etorl 985. 


With a total of 491 completed household questionnaires from 
the four communities, the average response rate for households 
was just over 81% in 1985. This rate compares favourably with 
75% for the four communities in 1982 when 435 questionnaires were 
completed and with 71% for the two communities surveyed in 1984 


when 188 household questionnaires were completed. 


As a comparative note the Edmonton Area Study, which has 
been gathering information on conducting interviews, obtained a 
55% response rate in 1984 and a 57% response rate in 1985 on 
interviews conducted without an appointment (Population Research 
Maboratory ~p.l). These interviews were similar to the household 
questionnaire  ~except that’ the Edmonton Area |; Study. had an 
introductory letter pee one week prior to the interview and 
their interview lasted longer. It is apparent that the overal |] 
response rate to the household questionnaire for the Norman Wells 
Monitoring Project compares favourably to the Edmonton study = and 


that the 1985 results using local surveyors are even better. 
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COMPLETION RATE OF 
HOUSEHOLD QUESTIONNAIRE 
1982 — 1985 
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Unfortunately the total number of 1985 business interviews 


was substantially lower than in previous years (182 in 1982, 92 
Se 1984 for two communities and 134 in 1985). In past surveys 
nearly 100% of the businesses responded to the questionnaire in 


each of the communities. In 1985, the local surveyors in Norman 
Wells and Wrigley were able to conduct interviews with nearly 
100% of the business people. However, the Fort Norman surveyors 
completed only half of the business interviews and Fort Simpson 
completed about 407%. Preliminary analysis also indicates that 
the quality of responses to the business questionnaires in al] 


four communities is down. 


et: is difficult to speculate as to the reason for the low 
response rate to the 1985 business questionnaire but three 
possible explanations are: 
is Ehe local Surveyors may have been reluctant to 
approach some of the business people in their 


community so some businesses were not contacted. 


2. The business people may have grown tired of answering 


questionnaires and thus were less likely to answer _ in 
1985. 

oe Ine business people were less willing to give 
sensitive information to local people than to 


researchers from the south. 


The lower than "normal" response rates to the business 
questionnaire was the major shortcoming in the 1985 Summer Survey 


Program. 
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4.2 The Response Rate to Selected Questions 


The analysis of tie overall response rate to the 
questionnaires indicates that the 1985 survey season was the most 
successful. This increased overall rate, however, was not the 
only impact of the local surveyors. Inweehvs !esect ton: 2cemeain 
questions are examined to identify changes in the response rate 
with the change in the interviewing procedure. This examination 
wil] focus on 1982 and 1985 when the survey took place in al] 


four communities. 


The. question 10on income in the household questionnaire 


provides a good example of the effect of the local surveyors 


(Figure 2). Questions on an individual’s income are often 
considered personal and are therefore a very sensitive part of 
any questionnaire. For the Norman Wells Monitoring Program the 


income question provided, on average, the lowest response rate of 
all the questions. Figure 2 illustrates the success of the local 
surveyors in obtaining a response to the income question. This 
was especially true for Fort Norman and Wrigley where the 
response rate nearly doubled. In 1982, the average response rate 
to the income question was 54% for the four communities. Iro19ss 
the average response rate for the four communities rose to 80%. 
As was discussed earlier, it is difficult to assess whether’ the 
change in interviewing procedure or the change in the income 


Question, to categories rather than actual amounts, accounts’ for 
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the improved response rate. It is likely that both were factors 
in the substantial improvement in the response rate to the 
household income question. 

The response rate to the question on the consumption of country 
food is more representative of most questions on the survey. 
Figure 3 indicates that the response rate to this question was 
extremely good with both methods Of: administering the 
questionnaire. The average response rate was 93.5% in 1982 and 
99.77% in L985 with three of ithe four communities: obtaining a !00% 


response rate. 


The benefit of contracting the local development 
corporations is clear. Not only was the overall] response rate 
improved but the response rate to sensitive. questions 
dramatically improved in 1985. The advantage gained is that 


conclusions based on a larger data set are more sound than with a 


smaller data set. 


One aspect of this improved ability to obtain responses in 
1985 needs to be investigated further. Figure 4 indicates the 
change in the percentage of native residents in Fort Simpson and 
Norman. Wells ifromp i982 to, 1985.. In each case the proportion of 
native residents increased by almost 10%. This change may be 
attributed to one of the following factors: 


1. different migration rates to and from each community 
by natives and non-natives; or 
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Caran vimproved ability to locate Gnd obtain responses 
from native households by the native development 
corporations in these communities. 


Indications while in the communities were that there was an 
improved ability to identify and obtain response from the native 


households. 


Figure 4 


Percent Native in 
Norman Wells and Fort Simpson 
1982 and 1985 


Percent 


b%] 1982 
ZZ 1985 


Norman Wells Fort Simpson 


The reason for this is simply that because of the size of the 
communities the local surveyors knew almost all members of the 
community. An important result of the change in the interviewing 


Procedure is that the number of native households participating 
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in the survey has increased. The. Impl teatton = or “this is that 
overall! community responses to certain questions may be affected. 
For example, if it was genera!ly believed that unemployment was 
higher amonq natives than non-natives Vi ah Onl. o LMpSOM .athem 
changes in the community unemployment rate from 1982 to 1985 
mignt mot Devactts i. Instead, the increased unemployment may be 
a manifestation of the increased number of native households 


participating in the survey. 


Consequently all 1985 analysis should examine native/non- 


native responses as well as responses at the community level. 


4.3 The Rate of Completion of the Questionnaires 


The rate of completion of the questionnaires is the third 
method by which the performance of the local surveyors is 
analyzed. - The completion Gate is#’definegsas the daily rate. at 
which the survey work was completed in each community. Eos 
expressed as the number of questionnaires completed each day as a 
percentage of the total number of questionnaires eventual ly 
completed in that community. Norman Wells and Fort Simpson are 
the examples for this discussion because due to the small! number 
of interviews, Fort Norman and Wrigley only took a few days’) each 


to complete. 


Figure 5 gives a comparison of the rate of completion of 


ape, 


households in Norman Wells for 1984 and. 1985. This LFraure 


clearly indicates that the rates of completion for 1984 and 1985 


were extremely similar. The only subtle difference between the 
two years is that the local surveyors were able to get off to a 
quicker start in 1985 than the southern research team in 1984. 


This difference was due to their familiarity with the community 
and acceptability to certain households, 1.@€., friends and 
relatives. The general pattern for the rate of completion is a 
quick start and then a diminishing rate as time progresses. Thus 
general pattern seems to hold true for Fort Simpson and Norman 


Wells (Figures 6 and 7). 


Figures 6 and 7 reveal an interesting pattern that emerged 
in the two larger communities. In Norman Wells, it was apparent 
that the survey of native households proceeded at a much more 
rapid rate: than the those vofsthetnon-—native households “(Figure 
oO). For example, after ten days of surveying nearly 95% of the 
native households had been completed. OF gche non-native 
households which were surveyed in Norman Wells only 65% had been 
completed after ten days. Fort Simpson reveals a similar 
pattern. After five days, 75% of all the native households 
surveved iar Fort Simpson had been completed. Only 57% of the 
non-native households had been done after five days. Clearly, 
the native surveyors were more inclined to survey native than 
non-native households in both of these communities. This 


inclination was an asset in Norman Wells as the local surveyors 
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were better able to identify and obtain response from native 


households which had not previously participated in the survey. 


5. CONCLUSION 


Overall, the use of the local development corporations to 
conduct the data gathering surveys for. the Norman Wells 
Socio-economic Monitoring Program in 1985 was very successful. 
Clearly, the response rate to the household questionnaire was 
better than in the past and preliminary analysis shows that the 
quality of the household questionnaires is good. The conducting 


of the business questionnaires was less successful. 


The benefits and costs of contracting the local development 


corporations and using local surveyors may be summarized as 
follows: 
1. Increased involvement of natives and local people in 
the DIAND Norman Wells Socio-economic Monitoring 
Program. This helped to create a better understanding 


of the questionnaire and some of its potential uses at 
the community level. 


2. There was an injection of money into the native/loca!l 
economy. 


Aube mecGOost 4 Of eaCOnduect ing the Questionnaires was 
substantially higher in 1985. 


ray et improved ability to obtain responses from native 
households. Preliminary results also show a 
substantially improved response rate to certain 
sensitive questions in the questionnaire. 


Unfortunately, the participation of businesses was 
below the level of previous surveys. 


5. Provided training and experience to each of the 
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deve 1 opmerr corporations in administering a 
questionngére. This may lead to involvement in other 
communitysurveys (e.g. - the 1986 Census). 

The benerts outweigh the costs in this case and the 


contracting of tte local development corporations and using local 


surveyors shouttbe included in all future monitoring efforts. 
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7. APPENDIX A 


This appendix contains the household and business 


questionnaires from 1984 and 1985. The 1984 questionnaires were 


conducted in Norman Wells and Fort Norman in May and June of 


1984. The 1985 questionnaires were conducted in Norman Wells, 
Fort Norman, Wrigley and Fort Simpson during July and August of 


ross. 
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The 1985 Household Questionnaire 


NORMAN WELLS 


WRIGLEY 


FORT SIMPSON 


ae 


NORMAN WELLS PROJECT 


COMMUNITY HOUSEHOLD SURVEY 


The purpose of the Department of Indian Affairs and 
Northern Development Household Survey is to: 


1. Prepare a community database 


2. Monitor the impact of the Norman Wells Project — 


in the four MacKenzie Valley communities 


3. Evaluate data and prepare reports for your 
community to help identify the costs and 
benefits of the Norman Wells Project. 


John Hucker 


Director-General 
Northern Policy and 
Coordination Branch 


Department of Indian 
Affairs and Northern 
Development 

Ottawa 


Interview Log 1985 


Frame (a 
Trailer F 
Apartment Bi 


Other... 5 se eae 


. Response Type: 


no answer fet” a a 
informant 
refusal O 


completed = 


6. House Condition: 


low medium — high OU 


Population-Occupation Registry 


. Community: 
. Date: pees See eee 
day month year 
. House size: 
small (<600 ft2) Oo 
medium (600 - 1000 ft2) oO 
large ( > 1000 ft2) O 
- House Type: 
Tent CO 
Log/Shack O 
. Interviewee: 


. How long have you lived in this community? 
years 
. If you have moved to this community in the last 
five years, did you move because of the Norman 
Wells Project? 

no U yes 
. If you have moved to this community in the last 


five years where was your previous principal 
residence? 


community years 
. Do you or any members of your household plan 
to leave this community to live permanently in 
another community in the next 12 months? 


no () yes UU 


a. If yes, 
where? 


b. If yes, 
why? 


c. lf yes, would another large development 
project in the Mackenzie Valley likely keep 
you in the NWT? 


| 


no 0 yes J 


. In the last 12 months, have any members of 


your household left this community to live 
permanently in another settlement (excluding 
students)? 


no O yes 


a. If yes, 
where? 


b. If yes, 
why? 


7. Occupant Information (list all household members) 


[ae 
ee 
 - SSS ae 
sl aes a 
ee wiidiners! 
Spoken 


Birthplace 


a 
Present 
Activity * 
Education 
Level 


* Present Activity code: full-time job = 1; part-time job = 2; unemployed = 3; housewife = 4; 
retired = 5; student = 6; pre-school = 7. 


8. Trapping 
a) Do you, or a member of your household d) Do you, or a member of your household, 
hold a General Trapping License? plan to return to trapping when the 


Norman Wells Project is completed? 
Yes 0 No 
Yes U No 
b) Did you, or any member of your household 
trap in 1984/85? e 


~— 


Fur Sales (1984) 


less than $301 O 

Yes 0 No 0 301 - 600 OO 
601 - 1,000 a 

c) Did you or a member of your household 1,001 - 2,000 C 
stop trapping to work on the Norman Wells 2,001 - 5,000 C 
Project? more than 5,000 a 


Yes No OQ 


9. Worker Information 1 2 3 4 


Present Employer 
(or self employed) 


Present Occupation 


Length of Employment 
(starting date) 


svonarvmont | [*[o[oe [a] Jofoe [o [= [ome [oo [os 
from 1982 | 
See 


with each employer ie 
ioe) ee OS 


associated with 
(Starting date/ 


*Full time = => 30 hours/week 


10. Income Information 


Total 1984 Income 
total 

household 
less than’$10,001..2< 2. aa 
10:0015.20:000..25.4.; See. te 
20.001 -'30,000 :....., 80.2 secs axe 
30,001 2"40: 000? St ye st ee ae?! 
40001>-50'000" ete Re ee 
5O-001=F0-000" sie treat ee FI: 
FO OUI SD COO Feet c eee 
90 OOM 10.000) rect onc ky 


tS ed er a) tay 
Peed Te Ey al Lal > 


Se Vi 21 ty el el 


es) TS) eae) 


peer) te) e) tet ys) 


feSernanioo COT. i. . SRE 


5,001 - 10,000 


10,001 - 
15,001 - 
20,001 - 


25,001 - 35,000 
35,001 - 45,000 
- 55,000 


45,001 


Seu Bpi ei otal e ey Veter e' 6. Punce Ol Sinth  @ 


oy ASC eSS aa Pe ye) sae. Velaw hte 16. 16 


9, SNe 60) 8 omy slot ee oe EST es 


ro CECH fags SS) RC ee Mee OC) 


SUStER ee sts le 4d @.re! ethekel « 


More tam do OOO wes. Fh «4-5 Ahm. 


MlessthaniS10001/ 02) frciet.. . 


10,001 
20,004 - 
30,001 - 
40,001 - 
50,001 - 


70,001 - 90,000 
HO OOO Wee isis eed ua 


90,001 - 


- 20,000 


Os Digrd!| 00 64 ews) -s) 1036: fe) «6/6 


CEO WL MECS are ree ee eee cI 


oT eG cate) Sve! hots eee 6) 6 6.8 


more tnani0,000......25....; 


. Doctor 
. Optician 


. Dentist 


. Banking 


. Appliances-Furniture 


Income for the first 6 months of 1985 


Sa ae a=W ee 


a a 


CCE) eer alaisiong 


! 


FE) 6) GSS) eS ehiises 


Expected 1985 Income 


es a Ea ey alin 


EEE ee Ee ae pale 


Consumer Survey 


Goods and services consumption: 


Do you or your household members receive the 
majority of these goods from business and 
service institutions in this community? 


If No, where do 


you receive 
these goods? 


Yes No N/A 
ove ae 
Ee se 
8)" ne ae 
eee fl 


. Drugs-Confectionary 


Groceries 


Shoes-Clothing 


. Liquor 
. Hardware 


. Automobiles 


Lumber 
Snowmobiles 


Canoes-Boats 


. Hunting Supplies 


tp A 0) 9 ag eS 


Sees ae herer ces 


total 
household 


ERE) 0 Boge 


total 
household 


Le) eee 


2. How often do you shop in these places? 4. How much of your total shopping bill is spent 


a few pa 
oncea oncea_ times Norman Wells % 
week month ayear never 
Ft. Norman % 
Norman Wells (J = Lo ‘a 
i Wrigley %o 
Ft. Norman | O CO a 
' is Ae Ft. Simpson % 
Wrigley CJ & ‘s = 
eR: Inuvik % 
Ft. Simpson O 0 = O 
Yellowknife ao 
Inuvik O O C] C 
Hay River % 
Yellowknife O C O LJ 
Ft. Providence % 
Hay River C ie] O i 
' Edmonton % 
Ft. Providence ie = oe ‘a 
Be ed Mail Order Regina % 
Edmonton 5 a = 
PU eA 
Mail Order 10 
Regina a O O Oo TOTAL joa eae 
= = = 0 5. Estimate your household’s weekly food bill: 
= = C O less than $26 ei 
- - - = 26 - 50 O 
51-100 CO 
101 - 200 i 


more than 200 = 
3. Estimate your household’s weekly shopping 


bill: 6. How much of your household food is ‘country 
less than $51 oO food’? | 
51-100 a none or almost none (Os 65 o ye ed 
101-200 0 very little (“G="15'%c) a 
201 - 500 = some (16-39%) © 
more than 500 oO about half (40-60%) © 
quite alot (6127556) 3 
most (76-94%) © 
) 


all or nearly all (95- 100% 


HS 


Perception Survey 


there a need for more jobs in your 
community? 

yes no undecided UC 

Full-time Jobs Yes O No 0 

Part-time Jobs Yes U No OU 

Seasonal Jobs Yes O No 


. Do you favor increased economic development 
in the Mackenzie Valley? 


VCS mz! 


rent 


nOw Lt undecided 0) 


. If yes, do you favor: 


large-scale (mega-type) projects U 
small-scale (mini-type) projects OU 
both ra 


4. Rank the following types of development 


according to your preference on a scale of 1 to 
7; 1 being the most preferred, 7 being least 
preferred. 


forestry road construction 
oil/mining house construction 
tourism fish/trap/hunt 


pipeline construction 


Do you favour joint development 
between private companies and 
organizations? 


projects 
native 


yes no O undecided 


. In economic terms, what effect has the construction of the Norman Wells Project had on your household? 


a) 


b) 


bad no effect good 
— 100 0 +100 
a ST 


Increasing 


Increasing 


If you gained economically from the construction of the Norman Wells Project (ie. increased wages or 


business profits), estimate the amount gained: 
zero 


less than $1,001 
1,001 - 5,000 

5,001 - 25,000 
25,001 - 50,000 
50,001 - 100,000 
more than 100,000 


O 
Py 


If you gained, approximate the percentage of the gain used for: 


Bank/Other Savings 
Business Truck/Equipment 
Automobile/Truck 
Purchased or Remodelled House 
Furniture/Appliances 
Hunting Equipment 
Recreation/Travel/Entertainment 
Clothing/Food 

TOTAL 


100 


aa ee 


% 
% 
% 
% 


oe ee 


% 
% 
% 


7. In social terms, what effect has the construction of the Norman Wells Project had on your community? 


a) 


loss no effect 


~— 100 0 
> 
Increasing 


gain 


+ 100 


> 
Increasing 


Of the following possible social impacts, what effect has each had on your community? 


Increased alcohol/drug abuse 

Improved community facilities/services 
Increased family problems/breakdown 
Provided job experience/training 

More transients 

Increase crime 

Increased no. of permanent residents/stability 
Overused community facilities 

Other 


strong 
effect 


some 
effect 


no 
effect 


U] 


8. Overall, what effect has the construction of the Norman Wells Project had on Native Peoples? 


a) 


bad no effect 


good 


ee 


— 100 0 
——-—— 
Increasing 


Of the following possible impacts, what effect has each had on Native Peoples? 


Native way of life disrupted 

Provided jobs/improved Native economy 
Increased alcohol/drug abuse 

Improved relationship between Native/Non-Native 
Boom and bust/no long term benefits 
Increased family problems/breakdown 
Encouraged long term development 
Increased crime 

Provided job experience/training 
Increased Native/Non-Native conflict 
Other 


+ 100 


—__ 
Increasing 


strong 
effect 


some 
effect 


C) 


fi 2) ae 


ES aa: ae 


C] 


(] 


(] 


' 


no 
effect 


el els fal 


U 


a eal 


L 


ie Sls A 


C] 


decrease 
effect 


decrease 
effect 


a 


[| 


The 1985 Business Questionnaire 


NORMAN WELLS 


NORMAN WELLS PROJECT 


COMMUNITY BUSINESS AND 
PUBLIC SERVICES SURVEY 


The purpose of the Department of Indian Affairs and 
Northern Development Business and Public 
Services Survey is to: 


1. Prepare a community business and public 
services database 


2 Enable the monitoring of the impact of the 
Norman Wells Project on businesses and 
public services in your community 


WRIGLEY 


3. Evaluate data and prepare reports for your 
community and the Department of Indian 
Affairs and Northern Development to help 
identify the costs and benefits of the Norman 
Wells Project. 


John Hucker 


Director-General 
Northern Policy and 
Coordination Branch 


Department of Indian 
Affairs and Northern 
Development 

Ottawa 


FORT SIMPSON 


Interview Log 1985 


. Community: 


. Date 


day month year 


. Business Name: 


. Interviewee: 


5. Response Type: Completed = 
Refusal O 


Informant a 


6. Business Type: 


Business and Public Services Registry 


-. How long has the business/service operated in 
this community? 


years. 
. Approximately what percentage of your total 


Northern business/service is attributed to each 
of the following communities: 


Norman Wells sued Sees NG 
Ft. Norman fost Be oes / 
Wrigley AEPIUIEDS 
Ft. Simpson VAS FEM 


% 


% 


- Has your firm received a contract for work on 
the Norman Wells Project. 


1984 Yes: DO No: O Amt $ 


6/85 Yes: CO No: O Amt $ 


4. On the accompanying chart, please estimate 
the gross wages, including your salary, paid by 
your business/service in the past 12 months. 


less than $10,001 Fal 
10,001 - 25,000 O 
25,001 - 50,000 a 
50,001 - 100,000 O 
100,001 - 250,000 O 
250,001 - 500,000 O 
500,001 - 750,000 O 
750,001 - 1,000,000 O 
1,000,001 - 2,000,000 O 
more than 2,000,000 OC 


5. What impact has the completion of the Norman 
Wells Project had on your business? 


(] increase business 

(] decrease business 

CL) no impact 

(J go out of business/cease operations 


in this community 


. Overall, what would you say that the impact of the Norman Wells Project has been on: 


(a) your business: 
bad 


— 100 


Hi 


Increasing 


(b) your community: 


bad 
— 100 
Increasing 
Reasons: Business 
14 
rx 


no effect good 


+ 100 
2 
Increasing 


no effect good 


Increasing 


Community 


7. Input - Output Information 
Estimate what proportion (%) of your Northern business revenues and expenditures are made within 
each sector. Then estimate the proportion (%) of that sector’s expenditure/revenue which is spent or 
obtained locally. 


Oil/Mining/Manufacturing 
Construction 
Transportation 


The sectors are: 1 

2 

8 

4. Retail/Hotel/Food Services, etc. 
5 

6 


Administrative Services, Medical, Education, etc. 
Traditional (Hunting, Trapping) 


2) Expenditures 


Ta 
hi an 


3) Revenue: 


a hol 1G eet fe ms 


) Estimate the total expenditure, excluding 
wages: 


d) Estimate the total gross revenue: 


less than $10,001 
10,001 - 25,000 

25,001 - 50,000 

50,001 - 100,000 
100,001 - 250,000 
250,001 - 500,000 
500,001 - 750,000 
750,001 - 1,000,000 
1,000,001 - 2,000,000 
2,000,001 - 10,000,000 
more than 10,000,000 


Sees sto Oo Oo Oo 


less than $10,001 
10,001 - 25,000 
25,001 - 50,000 

50,001 - 100,000 
100,001 - 250,000 
250,001 - 500,000 
500,001 - 750,000 
750,001 - 1,000,000 
1,000,001 - 2,000,000 
2,000,001 - 10,000,000 
more than 10,000,000 
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ulod dn- OI dO a ros 5) Ss) UONeOINISSE|D Gor A] .©| aWweN }SJI4 QWeUINS 
elie wo SS So eo a 
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The 1984 Household Questionnaire 


NORMAN WELLS 


8 


\@ FORT NORMAN 


X 


WRIGLEY 


FORT SIMPSON 


monk 


NORMAN WELLS PROJECT 


COMMUNITY HOUSEHOLD SURVEY 


The purpose of the Department of Indian and 
Northern Affairs Household Survey is to: 


1. Prepare a community database 


2. Monitor the impact of the Norman Wells Project 
in the four MacKenzie Valley communities 


3. Provide data for your community and the 
Department of Indian and Northern Affairs to 
help maximize benefits of the Norman Wells 
Project to members of your community 


John Mar 
Norman Wells Project 
Co-ordinator 


Department of Indian and 
Northern Affairs, 
Yellowknife 


~ 


10 
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Interview Log 1984 


. Community: 


Household Location: 


Ol Pete 2 eS ee LOCK 
. Date: Ae 
day month year 
- House size: 
small ( < 600 ft2) Oo 
medium (600 - 1000 ft?) Oo 
large ( > 1000 ft2) O 
House Type: 
Tent O 


Log/Shack ‘a 
Frame es 
Trailer O 
Apartment OJ 
Other O 


6. Response Type: 


Population-Occupation Registry 


Interviewee: 
lf not recorded in 1982 survey, how long have 
you lived in this community? 
years 
lf you have moved to this community in the last 
five years, why did you move here? (rank the 
two most important reasons) 
friends and relatives lived here 
attracted by community services 
start uD anew business 
wage employment 


liked this community 


attracted by the Norman 
Wells Project 


. If you have moved to this community in the last 


five years where did you previously live? 


no answer Earn: Gil 

refusal O 

completed = 
7. House Condition: 

low medium (1 high O 
1 Pees 
2 eee 
3: 
community years 


. Do you or any members of your household plan 


to leave this community to live permanently in 
another community in the next 12 months? 


no O 

yes fia 

a. If yes, 
where? 


b. Please rank the advantages of living in the 
community you plan to move to (rank ona 
scale of 1 to 8, 1 being most advantageous, 
8 being least). 


lower prices and greater variety 
of goods and services 


better recreational-entertainment 
facilities 


better job opportunities 


close to friends and relatives 


better housing conditions 


less isolated 


opportunity to fish, hunt and trap 


like living in the south 


(0 


Please rank the reasons most likely to 


keep you from moving (rank on a scale of 1 


to 8). 


cost of moving 


miss outdoor recreation activities 


already have a good job in this 
community 


loss of close contact with friends 
and relatives 


lower prices and greater variety of 
goods and services in this 
community 


loss of opportunity to speak Slavey 


7. Occupant Information (list all household members) 


Surname 


First Name 


Sex/Age 


Languages 
Spoken 


Marital Status 


Present 
Activity * 


access to good hunting, trapping, 
and fishing areas 


like living in the north 


Norman Wells Project 

6. In the last 12 months, have any members of 
your household left this community to live 
permanently in another settlement (excluding 
students)? 


no pa yes 2 


a. If yes, where? 


b. Rank the two most important reasons for 
the move. 


friends and relatives live there 
attracted by community services 
start up anew business 

wage employment 

like that community 


to get away from the 
Norman Wells Project 


Birthplace | 
| 


| 


ee ee ee a es Se ea a | a ae Fas 


| 
| 


CONES kM ln ARRAS RE ere ene eee eee Tel 


Education 
evel 


ere ee Petre et a 


a a ae ee 


* Present Activity code: full-time job = 1; part-time job = 2; unemployed = 3; housewife = 4; 
retired = 5; student = 6; pre-school = 7. 


Ing ees eee 
eee 


8. Head of household descent: Male Femal: 


Male Female Metis is, Oo 

Treaty Indian CO ie Inuit 0 = 

Non-status Indian O O Other O O 
9. Worker Information 1 3 4 


First Name 


Present Employer (or 
self employed) 


Present Occupation 


Length of Empioyment 
(month to month) 


hours/week 

Other employers from (le Peiaeert 

1984 to July 1982 
a 
3, 
4. 
Sn rae 

with each employer — 
: a ao” 
3, 


Employment period 1 
associated with oe hs 1 
each employer 2 | 
aaa: oan SS ee 
aN 


otal Wages 1983 


xpected Wages 1984 


ieneral Hunting License Yes 1 No 0 
Fur Sales 1982 $ 
id you trap 1982 Yes 0 No UO i gr i rn 
1983 $ 
1983 Yes 0 No 0 
(6 EEE —————— 
10. Did you stop trapping to work on the Norman Wells Project? 
Yes U No O 
11. Do you plan to return to trapping when the Norman Wells Project is completed? 
Yes O No U 
12. Did you start trapping in 1983 because of the newly cleared right of way? 


Yes OU No. 3 


Norman Wells Employee Information: _ name: 


i 


. Name of Employer Bi Previcer 


. Rate your job satisfaction 


If you or a member of your household have/had a job with Esso, IPL or one of their contractors working on 
the Norman Wells Project, was it: 


1 a)a local job where you lived at home 


1 b)awork camp job where you lived at the camp 


1 c)awork camp job where you lived at home 


4 d) arotational job where you commuted to work by air 


CJ =e) other: 
Job 1 Job 2 Job 3 Job 4 
How long have you worked | 
at this job? 
Reasons forchanging job? 1. Se ee 
2: 


3. 


What is/was your occupation? 


Job1: dissatisfying satisfying 
neutral 

Job2: dissatisfying Satisfying 
neutral 

Job3: dissatisfying satisfying 
neutral 

Job 4: dissatisfying dish satisfying 


neutral 


6. Rank the most satisfying and dissatisfying aspects of your job 


JOB 1 
Rank Satisfying Rank Dissatisfying 
ator ke er eee a rl an 
Dulin, <r tieyaaelce See 
eee 
| o 
4 4 
< 3) 
JOB 2 


3 3 
4 4 
<) 5 


7. |f you have been employed as a commuter, by Esso or one of its contractors, where did you commute fro 


8. How long had/have you held this commuting job (rs / Months)’ 


9. Would you prefer to continue to commute to Norman Wells 
or to reside permanently in Norman Wells with your family? 


10. 


Yes 0 No 
Yes O No 


Please rank the reasons for your decision (or why you stopped being a commuter.) 

af 

2 

cf 

4. 
. Describe the type of commuting by number of days in and out 

Consumer Survey 
If No, where do 

. How often do you shop in these places? 


oncea oncea 


week 

Norman Wells s 
Ft. Norman O 
Wrigley Lj 
Ft. Simpson O 
Inuvik CJ 
Yellowknife iy 
Hay River ie 
Ft. Providence O 
Edmonton O 
Mail order 
Regina a 

O 

O 


Do you or your household members receive the 
majority of these goods from business and 


O 


RP el BB pk 


he i | 


O 


month 


. Goods and services consumption: 


a few 

times 

ayear never 
O O 
O O 
O O 
O co 
O O 
O 3 
O O 
O O 
OC O 
Gi O 
O O 
O z 
EJ Esl 


service institutions in this community? 


Yes 
1. Doctor O 
2. Optician ‘e 
3. Dentist LI 
4. Banking ‘= 
5. Appliances-Furniture 0 


6. Drugs-Confectionary 


No 


N/A 


(J 


C) 


lf No, where do 
you receive 
these goods? 


7. Groceries 

8. Shoes-Clothing 
9. Liquor 

10. Hardware 

11. Automobiles 

12. Lumber 

13. Snowmobiles 

14. Canoes-Boats 


15. Hunting Supplies 


in: 

Norman Wells 
Ft. Norman 
Wrigley 

Ft. Simpson 
Inuvik 
Yellowknife 
Hay River 

Ft. Providence 
Edmonton 


Mail Order Regina 


food’? 


none or almost none 


very little 


Yes 


(315 es 


C) 


CJ 


TOTAL 


. How much of your household food is ‘country 


No 


CO) 


e 


a Si OO WSO 


N/A 


Cia 


( 


ae teh CT eel) 


J 


(0. 


you receive 
these goods? 


. How much of your total shopping bill is spent 


% 
% 


sented aby 


% 
% 
% 
% 
% 
% 
%o 
of, 
% 


5 % ) a 


(621575) LJ 


some (16 - 39%) C) most (76 - 94%) a 
about half (40 - 60%) CO all or nearly all (95 - 100%) i 
quite alot (61-75%) OC 


Perception Survey 


1. Is there a need for more jobs in your 4. Rank the following types of development 
community? according to your preference on a scale of 1 to 
yes O ae is nndeciiacue 7; 1 being the most preferred, 7 being least 
preferred. 
Full-time Jobs Yes O No OU 
forestry road construction es 


Part-time Jobs Yes O No OC on 
mining house construction 


2. Do you favor increased economic development 
in the Mackenzie Valley? 


yes O no O undecided © pipeline construction 


5. Do you favour joint development projects 
between private companies and native 
large-scale (mega-type) projects J organizations? 


tourism fish/trap/hunt 


3. If yes, do you favor: 


small-scale (mini-type) projects yes U TO se undecided — 


6. Overall, would you say that the Norman Wells Project has been “good”, ‘‘bad”’ or had ‘‘no effect’’ on 


(a) you: 
bad a ee ee oe ee ee ee CE 
neutral 


(b) family: 
0 | © [maaan an a aN SY Vee Ce) ( ie ie ek et, OKO 
neutral 


(c) community: 
bad i ee Seer oGe 


neutral 

(d) native/white 

peoples: 
bad ee me See. Le re eS ee Pe eee TS, 

neutral 

MAIN REASONS: 

You Family Community Native/White Peoples 

Ven et nn eee eee 

2 2 rs 2 

Bvt 2) FOU eee Se Aaa: i $e 

4 4 4. 4 

5 5 5. 5 


The 1984 Business Questionnaire 


NORMAN WELLS 


Qa 


\ 


SAA eatistel NORMAN WELLS PROJECT 


\ 
6 
iS COMMUNITY BUSINESS AND 
) 
PUBLIC SERVICES SURVEY | 
9 The purpose of the Department of Indian and 
Northern Affairs Business and Public Services 
Survey is to: | 


1. Prepare a community business and public | 
services database 


2. Enable the monitoring of the impact of the 
Norman Wells Project on businesses and 
public services in your community 
WRIGLEY 
3. Provide data for your community and the 
Department of Indian and Northern Affairs to 
maximize benefits to the business members of 
this community and to ensure a continued level 
of public services 


Yj John Mar 


Norman Wells Project 
Co-ordinator 
9 Department of Indian and 
Northern Affairs, 
S Yellowknife 


FORT SIMPSON 


1984 


Interview Log 


. Community: 


. Date 
day month year 


. Business Name: 


4. Recorded in 1983 Survey: Yes 
NOs’. £2 


5. If no, Business type: 


Business and Public Services Registry 


. If not recorded in 1983 survey, how long has the 
business/service operated in this community? 


years. 


. Approximately what percentage of your total 
business/service is attributed to each of the 


following communities: 
Norman Wells 
Ft. Norman 
Wrigley 


Ft. Simpson 


. Has your business/ service 

a) lost workers to the Norman Wells 
Project 
Yes: L] No: CO 


% 


% 


% 


% 


% 


% 


% 


% 


b) Has this adversely affected your operations 


Yes: C] No: LI 


. Overall, what would you say that the 
(a) your business: 


impact of 


4. Has your firm received a contract for work on 
the Norman Wells Project. 


1982 Yes: O No: C Amt $ 
1983 Yes: CO No: O Amt $ 
6/84 Yes: O No: O Amt $ 
5. On the accompanying chart, please estimate 
the gross wages, including your salary, paid by 
your business/service in the past 12 months. 
less than $10,000 O 
10,001 - 25,000 O 
25,001 - 50,000 O 
50,001 - 100,000 = 
100,001 - 250,000 O 
250,001 - 500,000 O 
500,001 - 750,000 O 
750,001 - 1,000,000 O 
1,000,001 - 2,000,000 O 


more than 2,000,000 CI 


the Norman Wells Project has been on: 


bad good 
(Db) your community: 
Ol: 0 ie ee ose er 


(c) your family: 
bad 


good 


Reasons: Business Community 
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Family 


7. Input - Output Information 


(a) Estimate what proportion (%) of your business expenditures are made within each sector. 


tC 
Sector 1 2 3 4 5 6 Total 


Total 100% 


eters ae ee | Pe ee ae 


Local 


nn memes) we ge et eS EE 


The sectors are: Mining/Manufacturing 


Construction 
Transportation 


1 

2 

3 

4. Retail/Hotel/Food Services, etc. 

5. Administrative Services, Medical, Education, etc. 
6 


Traditional (Hunting, Trapping) 
(b) Estimate the total expenditure, excluding wages $ ee ee 


(c) Estimate what proportion (%) of your business revenues come from each sector. 


: 3 6 2 ee 
Sector 1 2 | 2 As 5 6 | Total 
+ | -— i. cli 
Total | | | | | | 100% 
1. +—_—_—- { t ans : - 
Local | 
aoe LE 


(d) Estimate the total (gross) revenues $ 


8. Employee Registry For the Past 12 Months 


(June 1984 to July 1983) 
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